Dear a lm, 104/85 

What ^humir sont you is interesting, I didn't know that Giiiiada has passed 
any kind of act, I suppose tlioy still have the official secrets act. About a decade 
ago some broadcast journalists tliore were interested in duplicating something like 
our FOIA and thon wero in touch with me but I d heard no tiling since. 

An you’ll see, I hoard from Fitzgibbon today for the first time in months and 
I've replied at length, 

I do not recall seeing either of the records Renftel copied for me, I presume 
both are from ticklers. The first is t e only one with what can bo taken as filing 
notations and if it is that, I can only wonder what 9524-441 can mean, I also wonder 
whey the re was commendation to all tliose divisions for only one day of work prior 
to 12/5/03, the first regular working day after the JFK assassination. 

The Hoover 6/20/6G memo on his conversation with Ham say Clark also is of some 
interest, as it might also be to you in the litigation because of the psurlouo claims 
to exemption, which u reen ought recall aro entirely unjustified and include what was 
made public domain in C.A, 75-1996, Why in the world would they spend time and 
mon^y to withhold Art Hanes' name on page 1? Or anything about him? In context I 
can t see any legitimate bl clim on this page. But Hoover comments, forgetting his 
Ovtfi^record, that u anes made statements against MI1C! 

Page 2, graf 3# Hoover could see Hay's money as coining from a bank robbery but 
when exhaustive efforts failed to connect ItLia with any, how ho could he or Clark 
fail to wonder wliether Hay's money wan coming from someone or oo:oe group, i.e,, 
about evidence of a conspiracy? 

When they talk about u ay s extradition, Hoover didn t let even the AG know that 
it was imminent, perhaps already started. 

You might want to look at what was to have been vithh&ld on p,3t including by 
classifications, for the litigation. It never qualified and it was all disclosed to 
me tty 1978 and probably earlier, (reviewed 5/28/82, not for you) In context on t h*s next 
page I canftt see any justifiable 7D and suspect it iB something that might be 
embarrassing to the FBI, from {(oover. And on 5 they withhold the disclosed and in the 
papers names of FBI agents. Also disclosed in 1996, /«nd if in the next g af ^oovor 
said only what he represents, rather than refleeting Hay s astuteness in getting thoso 
Canadian names (four rither than tliese three), could any°investigator overlook the 
probability that ay did not do it and would not have been able to, l,e, , con^&racy? 

In the next graf, conspiracy again, there ip nothing in the FBI records reflecting 
that Ray knew King wa3 to speak in Memphis ^wheu he started out. 

Ho tiling really exciting. I'll file this in my conspiracy folder of my working 
file if you write mo about it, so please remind me, 

I'm also surprised that in all this time Hanftol has found so little that could 
interest me. Please fill him in on what I f m interested in an 'new evidence" so he 
can recognize what I might be able to use. Have you thought about suggesting to Bud 
that ho send B 0 b up* to see what I have and how it is arranged? I can meat the bus 

and deliver him to it and he can spend that 1 1/4 tos reading, so he won't lose 

much time, might also want to road this new Nosenko stuff, littlo as it is of 

real value, because It does have some current values. 

If you have in short form what x need to know to stict to the rules in filing 
an appeal would you please remember it. I've written you about thi3 and wo spoke about 
it when I was down to boo tho surgeon, <JLso for a petitiin cert. I want to be able 
to think about these things and to at least begin drafting what ^ visualize as a fairly 
short appeal. But I want to be within the rules. I will limit myself to^the judgomeent 
and to procuring it by the undenied delonies. Please thank ^ob for me, est, 


